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JAN SCHNEIDER S
Friends of Jan Schnolder WA Al
P.O. Bex 57

Sarasets, Flerida 30239,

Respendent Christine Jeunings withheld lagge amounts of taxes from salaried staff, filed to
trenamat them to the proper authorities, and instead used them for campaign expenses. The
missppropristion of finds grestly syured opponents m the Democratic primanies in the Florida 13*

Dastract duning both the 2004 and 2006 election cycies In partscular, the violations
caused srreparsble harm 0 Complainant Jen Schacider during both campeigns  Very conmderable
amounts are at msue, believed to bo be well upwards of $100,000

FACTS

Respondent Jennings withheld payroll and other taxes from campaign employees and then
them for her own partisan purposes  She spent the funds m her pnmary campmgns and
pad the Internal Revenue Service and state authortties only long afier the taxes were due — 1n some
cases more then three yours later and in another electhion cycle  Complamant relies upon the various
campmgn fingnce reports filed by the Jennngs campaign comnutsees of public record st www fec gov
The amounts 1 controversy were equivalent to significant portions of the entire campaign budgets of
Jenmungs' opponents.

More specifically, for the 2004 glection cycle, FEC filnga by Chns Jennings for Congress
appear 10 show that the campaign withheld payroll and other taxes from salaned steff. The Jennings
campaign filed, however, to trangmut the monies 0 the IRS and state authorities No texes were pasd
unts May 23, 2007, several years after the 2003 and 2004 taxes were due At thet time, the commttes
paid the IRS $23,835 93 to cover overdue taxes for the pnor, 2004 election cycle The candhdate had to
contnbute additionsl funds 10 her committes, since the campaign had alroady spent the tax momes.

It mught be understandable for a campaign ~ even a campaign run by a former bank premdent
whose supposed grest pnide was precision and “playing by the rules” — to make a mustake snd to
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overiook the requirement of withholding taxes for salaried staff. The Jenmngs campmign,
however, went further, taking the money from employees and then illegally using the funds for
1ts own purposes. Moreover, Respondent permisted m such illegal practices for years and across
cloction cycles — even afier she had indisputable knowledge of the probiem.

For the 2006 alection cycle, FEC filings for Chnstine Jennings for Congress appear to
show thet the Jennings campagn began having salaried employees fist least back m early 2005.
Once agam, the campaign withheld funds from employee salanes, finled to transmst them to the
federal and state suthonthes for many month, and disbursed the money for campsign
expendrtures. FEC filings show that the first remuttance of taxes withheld dunng the 2006 cycle
'was not made until July 31, 2006. Between that date and the end of 2006, the campugn made
more than & dozen separate, significant tax payments totaling over $100,000 apparently for past-
duotaxes Mesnwinle, very conmderable funds that should have been paud m taxes had already
been used for advertising, admmistrative and other expenses m the 2006 pnmary o the detriment
of Complainant

Whele the foregoing scems beyond dispute, for the 2008 clechon cycls, the carcumstances
are less clese. FEC filings fior Jennings 2008, through and including the most recent (year-end
2007), contue to show large disbursements for payroll taxes seemungly disproportionate to the
expenditures for current payroll.

The campaign compounded 1ts illegalitses with sheer hypocrisy. During the summer of
2006, the Jennings campaign expended perhaps hundreds of thousands of dollars on (false)
campaign advertsng complainmng of an alleged finlure 10 pay $300 m property taxes on the part
of Complainant. At the very time she contracted for and began running such ads, Respondent
bad actual knowledge that she hesvelf had appropristed and wrongfhlly utilized tax momes taken
from her employees 1n amounts hundreds of tunes grester. The main pomt for Federal Election
Commesion purposes remams, however, the campmgn finance violstions rather than the polrtical
effects on Complainant.

VIOLATIONS

The Federal Elechon Campsign Act,, Pub. L. 92-225, 108 Stat 86 Stat 3,2 US.C. § 431
ot 50q., as amended by the Bepartisan Campasgn Reform Ast of 2002 (“McCain-Feingold Act™),
Pub L 107-15S, 116 Stat 81, and other leguslation, sets forth specafic linuts on permssible
campuign contributions and allowsble losn conditions  Among other problems, the withheld
funds heve in question come withm the definition of “contnbution™ for campaign finsnce law
purposcs See2 USC §431(8). As such, thesr use viciated applicable hmits and otherwise
contravened applicable legal restrictions See,e¢g,2USC §441a

Had Respondent failed to deal with peyroll taxes at all and t0 do any withholding, that
could shil have been a problem for the Federal Election Commuassion as well as the Internal
Revenue Service and state authorities In such case, however, at least the campaign would not
have eyoyed access 1o tens of thousands of dollers of additwonal funds used for compettive
campaign purposes  But here, the Jennungs campaugn withheld the taxes from employees, fialed
to tranamit them to federal and state authorities, and missppropriated them for its own expenses.
In sum, in tins and other ways, Respondent has committed multiple violstions of federal
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campaign finance laws and regulations, which violations harmed and continue to harm
Complamant.
Respectfuily submatsed,

STATE OF FLORIDA )
Ss
COUNTY OF SARASOTA ;

Signed and sworn 10 before b/ who
hun 108 dy of bl me by Jan Schneider, 18 personally well-known to me,

mffﬁ/




